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DECI SI ON ON_APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection of clains 1, 4, 5, and 8.

Appellant's invention relates to a GPS navigation systemwith a
dat abase of maps stored in a portable document format (PDF) file
i ndependent of any hardware, software and operating systemused to
create the database. Claim4 is illustrative of the clained
invention, and it reads as foll ows:

4. An i nproved GPS navigation receiver for converting

information from nm crowave radi o transm ssions from orbiting
satellites and for determ ning a position-of-the-receiver froma
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processing of said informati on and an out put connected to provide a
representation of said position-of-the-receiver on a display, the
i mprovenment conpri sing:

a dat abase of maps stored in a portable docunment format (PDF)
file independent of any hardware, software and operating system used
to create the database for providing for a description of docunents
i ncludi ng any conbi nati on of text, graphics and images in a device-

i ndependent and resol ution-independent format connected to out put
sel ected ones of said maps on said display.

The prior art references of record relied upon by the exam ner
in rejecting the appeal ed clains are:

Steiner et al. (Steiner) 5,528, 248 Jun. 18, 1996
(filed Aug. 19, 1994)

Adobe Systens Inc., Portable Docunent Format Reference Manual, 1993,
Addi son- Wesl ey Publishing Co. (Adobe)

Claims 1, 4, 5, and 8 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. §8 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over Steiner in view of Adobe.

Reference is made to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 11
mai | ed February 9, 1998) for the exam ner's conplete reasoning in
support of the rejection, and to appellant's Brief (Paper No. 10,
filed March 17, 1997) for appellant's argunents thereagainst.

OPI NI ON
We have carefully considered the clains, the applied prior art

references, and the respective positions articul ated by appell ant and
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the exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we will affirmthe
obvi ousness rejection of clainms 1, 4, 5, and 8.

Appel l ant's argunents are primarily directed to the
conbi nability of Adobe's PDF format and hyperlinks with Steiner's
system Appellant states (Brief, page 6) that the exam ner "offered
vague and superficial reasons to make the conbination,” and that the
"al | eged benefits could be applied to anything in any situation."

Appel  ant continues that the conbination is based on hindsight, as

“"there is nothing specific ... that would conpel an artisan to take
Steiner, et al., in particular, and select for conbination the PDF
format found in Adobe." Appellant also contends (Brief, page 9) that

the references thenselves do not articulate the notivation for
conbi ni ng.

We disagree. Steiner (colum 2, lines 1-4) discloses that
el ectronic maps are stored either as bit maps or vectors that point
to map characters. Further, Steiner states (colum 2, lines 14-17)
that bitnmaps are easier to devel op and are nore accurate, but vector
maps require |l ess nenory and are nore easily sorted for features and
attributes. Thus, Steiner suggests the desire for the benefits of a
bit map while reducing the anount of data required and having the

ability to sort for features and attri butes.
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Appel l ant admts in the specification (page 5) that PostScri pt
was devel oped as an inprovenent to bitmpping to reduce the vol une of
data to comrunicate printing information to a |aserprinter. As
St ei ner suggests a need to reduce the ampunt of data required, it
woul d have been obvious in view of appellant's adm ssions to use
Post Script in Steiner's system

Further, Adobe teaches (page 1) that PDF inproves performance
over PostScript for interactive view ng. Steiner includes user entry
38 for interactive view ng, such as for requesting information about
a particular portion on the display (see colum 10, |ines 18-24),
and, as indicated above, desires the ability to sort for data easily.
Therefore, it would have been obvious to use PDF instead of
Post Script for further inmprovenment in interactive viewing. In other
wor ds, appellant's adm ssions together with the teachings in the

references provide the notivation to establish a prim facie case of

obvi ousness. The |l evel of the skilled arti san should not be

underestimated. See In re Sovish, 769 F.2d 738, 743, 226 USPQ 771,

774 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Further, contrary to appellant's assertion
(Brief, page 6) that the arts of the references are unrel ated,
appel lant's adm ssi ons and Adobe address the sanme problens set forth

in Steiner and are, therefore, related thereto.
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Appel l ant's remni ning argunents are directed to hypertext
links. Such hypertext |inks, however, are recited only in
i ndependent clains 1 and 8, not in independent claim4. Therefore,
we will sustain the obviousness rejection of claim4. W also wll
sustain the rejection of claimb5, since appellant has grouped it with
claim4 (Brief, page 3).

As to the additional argunments for clains 1 and 8, appell ant
asserts (Brief, page 7) that the rejection "fails to recogni ze that
both [where the hypertext links are placed and what they do when
activated] are very specific issues in the clainmed present
invention."” Appellant points to claim1l's recitation of hyperlinks
to structures represented in the area maps in the PDF file of the
dat abase as cl ai med subject matter |acking fromthe conbi nati on of
ref erences.

Adobe teaches (page 1) that PDF includes hyperlink capability
which is useful for interactive viewing. W above determ ned that
St ei ner suggests interactive viewing with the user entry 38. Thus,
it would have been obvious to use hyperlinks for connecting to the
information requested with user entry 38 to assist in the interactive
viewing. In particular, the skilled artisan would have found it
obvious to place the hypertext |links at the various

5
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structures/features on the maps (i.e., the features for which Steiner
di scl oses needing to sort easily), and to activate the hypertext
links with user entry 38. Again, one should not underestimte the

| evel of the skilled artisan. See id.

Last, appellant argues (Brief, page 8) that the zoom keys of
Steiner differ in structure and function because of the relationship
to the hyperlinks. However, the addition of hyperlinks to Steiner in
i ght of Adobe woul d necessarily require nodification to Steiner's
zoom keys to nake them conpatible with the additional features.
Accordingly, we find appellant's argunents to be unpersuasive, and we

will affirmthe rejection of clainms 1, 4, 5, and 8.

CONCLUSI ON

The deci sion of the exam ner rejecting clains 1, 4, 5, and 8

under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is affirned.
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No tine period for taking any subsequent action in connection

with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR 8§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED
JAMES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
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JERRY SM TH ) APPEALS
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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